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erbal conditioning task, the condi-

tionabilitv of Internals (I's) and Externals (F's) was
investigated under two types of influence (Hi vs. Lo) involving
Ss who were either aware or unaware of the correct responsereinforcement contingency.

A2X2X2X7 repeated measures

analysis of variance conducted on both the conditioning and
extinction data revealed that aware Ss used the operant to
a significantly greater degree durina conditioning and significantly less during extinction.

No significant differences

in the rate of responding during conditioning and extinction
were found for the main effects of locus of control or influence.

Locus of control, influence, and awareness did not

significantly interact durina conditioning, however, they
did interact to effect level of respondina during extinction.
A Sandler's A conducted on the three factor interaction found
that during extinction, aware I's under Lo influence reacted
against conditioning by increasing their use of the operant.
All other groups were found to decrease their use of the operant from conditioning to extinction.

Implications are drawn

from this study as pertaining to the effectiveness of behavior
modification programs, psychotherapies and the generalization

of experimental findings as a result of internal vs. external
attitudes.

Suggested revisions for future studies include

the use of a larger population, modification of the I-E Scale,
and more personally relevant experimental conditions in
which to study the conditionability of I's and E's.

Introduction
Operant conditioning refers to a process in which the
strength or probability of an emitted response is increased
due to the presentation of a reinforcing stimulus immediately
following the response.

In essence, this is the strengthening

of a response that already exists within the behavioral repertoire of the organism and is not the learning of a new
or novel response.
One experimental arrangement designed for studying
operant conditioning in the laboratory is a verbal conditioning task.

As postulated by Skinner (Krasner, 1958), verbal

conditioning involves bringing the verbal behavior of a
subject under control by reinforcing pre-defined parts of
speech emitted by the subject.

The verbal behavior is re-

warded by generalized conditioned reinforcers, which the
experimenter provides, such as "uh-huh," "mm-hmm," and "good."
A verbal conditioning task is typically composed of three
stages; preconditioning, (obtain the verbal behavior baseline),
conditioning, (administer the reinforcement to increase verbal
behavior), and extinction, (remove the reinforcement to decrease verbal behavior).
Theoretically, verbal conditioning has been questioned
as adhering to the operant conditioning paradigm (Williams,
1964).

Dulany (1961) proposes that learning does occur in
1
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verbal conditioning studies, but is mediated by hypotheses
and cues, and involves more than just the effect of the
reinforcement on freely emitted words.

Greenspoon (1962)

further adds that new verbal habits are not acquired, nor
are the desired responses freely emitted since the responses
are formally presented to the subject during the experiment.
However, Williams (1964) reasons that it is justifiable to
consider verbal conditioning as coming under the rubric of
operant conditioning since the verbal behavior of the individual is modified.

. . . verbal behavior is acquired by

and is modifiable by the same laws of learning that control
other behavior; in particular, that verbal response probabilities can be chanced by the systematic introduction of stimuli
which are contingent upon the selected response or classes
of responses" (Williams, 1964, p. 384).
In a conditioning task an S's verbal behavior is dependent
upon many incidental factors including the S's attitude,
intelligence, and personality characteristics (Binder,
McConnell, & Sjoholm, 1957; Sapolsky, 1960; Doherty & Walker,
1966; Mandler & Kaplan, 1956).

Internal-external locus of

control is one critical personality construct that has recently received attention concerning it's effect on the
conditioning process (Throop & MacDonald, 1971).

Dts developed

and refined by Rotter (1954, 1966), locus of control is
defined as a generalized expectancy acquired by each individual
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as a result of reinforcement history.

Internal control refers

to an individual's belief that the reinforcement he receives
is a function of his own behavior; this nerson believes he
has control over his environment and destiny.

External con-

trol is a generalized expectancy held by an individual who
believes that reinforcement is largely caused by forces outside of his control such as fate, luck, or chance; and that
he has none or very little control over his environment.
Related to verbal conditioning, such generalized expectancies
should produce differential rates of conditioning due to
different perceptions of reinforcement.
An issue which may compound the locus of control dimension, and which is also critical to the understanding of
the conditioning process, is that of reactance.

Essentially,

reactance is a motivational characteristic indigenous to
internally controlled people.

Internals (Gore, 1962; Getter,

1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971; Ryckman, Rodda, &
Sherman, 1972) tend to react against subtle manipulation of
their behavior in an effort to re-establish behavioral freedom.

This rejection is believed to he the result of a need

to control the situation (MacDonald & Hall, 1971).

However,

when attempts at manipulation are more overt, Internals
tend to resist less and cooperate more (Gore, 1962; Getter,
1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971; Ryckman et al., 1972).
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Therefore, rates of conditioning should also be affected by
how Internals perceive the subtlety of the method utilized
to modify their behavior.
Awareness of the response-reinforcement contingency is
another variable that can be studied as a determinina factor
in conditioning.

Since the first verbal conditioning study

(Greenspoon, 1955) the issue of awareness, which is defined
in the present study as the ability to verbalize the resoonsereinforcement contingency, has gone unresolved.

It is impor-

tant to see if conditioning can take place without awareness.
In addition, awareness is also central to the issue of
reactance.

If an Internal is not aware that his behavior

is being subtly manipulated, as compared to overtly manipulated,
no reactance against conditioning should take place.

Review of the Literature
Locus of Control
As oostulated by Rotter (1954), if a person believes
that he is rewarded because of his own behavior, then positive reinforcement will strengthen potential for that behavior to recur in the same or similar situations.

Conversely,

if a person sees the result of reinforcement to be outside
of his control (i.e. dependina upon luck, fate, or chance),
then the preceding behavior is less likely to be stren7thened.
If this conceptualization is valid, then the rate of learning
in situations that depend upon skill would differ from the
rate of learning that is obtained under conditions that rely
on luck or chance.

Phares (1957), James and Rotter (1958),

and Rotter, Liverant, and Crowne (1961) found that reinforcement under skill conditions had a greater effect upon future
expectancy for reward than under chance conditions.

These

findinas led Rotter (1960) to conclude that individuals
differed in their generalized expectancy for reinforcement.
The individual's perception of what forces control reinforcement (himself vs. outside forces) will determine how he
reacts toward reinforcement.

If he perceives that reinforce-

ment is not under his control and is not a consequence of his
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own actions, he is described as being externally controlled.
If a person perceives reinforcement to be under personal
control and as being a function of his own behavior, he is
referred to as being internally controlled.
The first attempt to measure generalized expectancies
toward external-internal locus of reinforcement was undertaken by Phares (1957).

He employed a Likert-tvpe scale

with 13 items felt to express internal attitudes and 13 items
expressing external attitudes.

James (1957) later revised

the test and administered it to a different population.
Phares and James hypothesized that regardless of chance or
skill instructions on a task, those Ss who scored high on the
external end of the scale would behave similarly to all Ss
placed in a chance situation.

Chance instructions were

designed to make the Ss feel that the outcome of the task
was dependent entirely on chance; while the skill instructions
were intended to imply that success was contingent upon the
S's ability.

Both Phares and James obtained results that

were interpreted as approaching significance.

That is,

Externals, as rated by the scale, tended to exhibit stronger
and more dramatic shifts in expectancy, "smaller increments
and decrements following success and failure, generalized
less from one task to another, and recovered less following
the periods of extinction" (Rotter, 1966, p. 13).

7

The last revision of the scale was constructed by Rotter
(1966), who limited the number of items to 23.

The final

version, called the I-E Scale, contains 29 forced choice
items, with six filler items.

The I-F Scale Presents items

that deal exclusively with measuring the S's expectations
about how reinforcement is controlled and not with nreference
for control.

The I-E Scale is the most widely used and offers

the highest reliability of all other forms of this test currently in use (Hersch and Scheibe, 1967).
If the locus of control dimension can be accurately
defined by the I-E Scale, then different kinds of learning
will result from the same or similar learning situations.
Depending upon reinforcement history, individuals will differ
in how they react towards reinforcement (Rotter, 1966).

More

specifically, individuals who perceive reinforcement to be
the result of external forces, such as luck, fate, or powerful others, are less likely to develop expectancies for future
reinforcements than if they perceive reinforcement to be
contingent upon their own skills.

In other words, Internals

should respond faster to reinforcement and condition more
readily than Externals.
Ude and Vogler (1969) hypothesized that Internals would
condition faster than Externals in predicting light patterns
from two flashing lights.

That is, the Ss received reinforce-

ment for correctly predicting the sequence of flashing lights

when randomly stopped by the E.

Under one condition, the

correct response was dependent upon the last flash presented
on each trial.

In the second condition the correct response

was contingent upon the second to the last flash.

Although

conditioning was in the predicted direction, they found no
significant differences between Internals and Externals.

Of

particular interest, however, was the fact that Externals
tended to commit the gambler's fallacy (repeating incorrect
responses on successive trials) more often than Internals.
There are other studies which indirectly approach the issue
of conditionabilitv in much the same manner as Ude and Vogler
(Cromwell, Rosenthal, Shakow, and Zahn, 1961; Johns and Quay,
1961; Lykken, 1957).

These studies all provide tenuous sun-

port for the hypothesis that Ss who perceive themselves to
have control over their reinforcement are predisposed to condition more rapidly than those Ss who believe reinforcement
to be out of their control.
In considering the conditionability of Internals as
compared to Externals, there are several motivational characteristics that must be taken into account before an accurate
prediction of conditioning can be made.

Potter (106F) and

Lefcourt (1966) have indicated that Externals and more suggestible, conforming, and yield more to outside influence
than Internals.

9

The contention that Externals are more amendable to outside influences has been tested in numerous experiments.
Odell (1959) reported a correlational study in which a relationship was found between locus of control and the Barron Independence of Judgement Scale, with Externals conforming more
than Internals.

Jones and Shrauger (1968) found that Externals

tended to agree more with people who agreed with them and
disagreed with others who disagreed with them.

Hjelle and

Clouser (1970) showed that Externals were more prone to
shift their opinions from pre-established Positions when
influenced by neutral type communication.

Ritchie and Phares

(1969) found that Internals and Externals altered their
opinions the same amount when influenced by low and high
prestige sources of communication.

However, when the inter-

action between locus of control and prestige of communicator
was investigated, the results showed that Externals changed
their opinions more than Internals under a high prestiae
source and changed less under a low prestige source.

In

the same manner, Ryckman and Rodda (1972) found that Externals
tended to be influenced by a high prestige source, regardless
of whether the source was an expert on the issue.

Finally,

in a variation of an Asch (1956) type situation, Crowne and
Liverant (1963) found that those who conform believe that
they have less control over their environment and that reinforcement occurs as a result of luck, fate, or powerful
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others.

Crowne and Liverant concluded that the conformers

felt there was little they could personally do to obtain
reinforcement.
Research (Odell, 1959; Jones and Shrauger, 1968; Hjelle
and Clouser, 1970; Ryckman and Rodda, 1972; Crowne and
Liverant, 1963) suggests that Externals feel responsible to
outside agents for their reinforcements; consequently, they
are more willing to forego control of the situation and yield
to outside influences.

Conversely, Internals demand more

control of the situation and direct their attention to the
relevant aspects of the environment.

Internals tend to be

more hesitant to conform and exhibit a need to control environmental influence upon them (Biondo and MacDonald, 1971).
Seeman (1963) and Seeman and Evans (1962) provide evidence that Internals attend to more specific aspects of their
environment, which enables them to have more control over
their destiny.

These studies dealt with feelings of power-

lessness and alienation (i.e. feelings of having no personal
control over one's destiny) in inmates at a reformatory
(Seeman, 1963) and with patients in a hospital setting
(Seeman and Evans, 1962).

Seeman and Evans found that the

more alienated these individuals were, the less likely they
were to obtain information concerning their personal environment.

Such information is irrelevant to highly alienated

people, since they believe the future to be dependent upon

chance, fate, or external forces (externally controlled).
However, individuals low in alienation (internally controlled)
showed more interest and acquired a greater degree of knowledge
concerning their illness or facts pertaining to parole, signifying a greater need for control over personal affairs.

Davis

and Phares (1967) also concluded that Internals actively
engage in information seeking to a greater extent than Externals, further confirming a desire for Internals to affect
control over environmental contingencies.
Additional evidence relating to Internal's need for
control is offered in two studies by Julian and Katz (1968).
In the first study the Ss participated in a competitive game
in which there was an opportunity to rely on an opponent's
judgement to earn points.

Internals tended to rely more

upon their own judgements, even though the task was manipulated
to appear that their opponent was always doing better.

This

finding was further confirmed in the second study (Julian and
Katz, 1968) in which the Ss were asked to predict the last
number in a series of numbers.

The S could again refer to

his opponent for assistance in making a decision.

The instruc-

tions were manipulated to convince half the Ss that the task
demanded skill while the other half was led to believe that
success in the task depended upon luck.

Regardless of the

instructions, Internals relied more on their own intuition,
rather than their opponents, when making their predictions.
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A final illustration of need for environmental control
in Internals comes from research conducted by Julian, Lichtman,
and Ryckman (1968), who devised a dart aame in which the Ss
chose whether to throw five darts from a close position or
seven darts from farther away.

The internally controlled Ss

chose more often to throw from the closer position, allowing
them more environmental control over the outcome.
Thus I-E control of reward dimension has been shown to
be associated with task outcomes.

Individuals who perceive

reinforcement as being contingent upon their own behavior
prefer to have knowledge of environmental circumstances in
order to control possible outcomes.
Reactance
The motivational characteristics that initiate a need
to control also may induce resistive behavior when suggestions
or manipulations are subtly attempted (Gore, 1962; Getter, 1966;
Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971; Ryckman, Rodda, and Sherman,
1972).

That is, Internals not only need to control the

situation, but if they become aware of subtle efforts being
made to influence their behavior, such attempts may be regarded as a loss of behavioral freedom, causing them to reestablish their freedom by reacting against such attempts.
This is analogous to what is commonly referred to as "reactance" (Brehm, 1966).
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Gore (1962) conducted a study that originally established
the issue of reactance as it relates to the locus of control
dimension.

Core presented TAT cards to three groups of Ss.

One condition involved overt influence in which the E commented
on the third card in the series that this was the picture believed to evoke the longest story from the S.

The second

condition involved covert or implied influence in which the
E presented the same card while replying, "Now let's see what
you do with this," (Rotter, 1966, p. 23).
was neutral with no implied influence.

The third condition

The results showed

no significant difference in length of story between Internals
and Externals in the overt influence condition and in the
neutral influence condition.

However, under the covert

influence condition, Internals gave significantly shorter
stories than Externals on the critical card.

Rotter con-

cludes that the results imply, ". . . given the conscious
choice the Internal is not resistive.

However, when he is

aware that an attempt is being made to subtly manipulate him,
he does become resistive" (Rotter, 1966, p. 23).
Ryckman et al. (1972) found that Internals resisted
conformina to a high prestige communicator, even when the
information was offered by an expert in the field.

Externally

controlled Ss did yield to the hiah Prestige communicator,
regardless of his expertise, further suggesting that the

f.
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Internals reacted against attempts to subtly manipulate
their behavior.
Getter (1966), Strickland (1970), and Doctor (1971) found
the I-E dimension to be an important variable in verbal conditioning studies.

They found that Externals were more

likely than Internals to increase emitted verbal responses
when reinforced by interpersonal stimuli such as "mm-hmm,"
"O.K.," and "uh-huh".

Internally controlled Ss tended to

deny the influence of the reinforcement and acted resistively
by emitting the desired response during the extinction stage,
rather than the conditioning stage.

This can be seen as

evidence for reactance, since the task involved a subtle
attempt to alter the verbal behavior of the S.
Two studies (Biondo and MacDonald, 1971; Ritchie and
Phares, 1969) provide contradictory evidence regarding the
issue of reactance in Internals.

Biondo and MacDonald (1971)

hypothesized that regardless of subtlety, Internals will
react against such manipulations in situations in which the
outcome is personally relevant.

Manipulatory attempts were

made to alter the opinion of college Ss by providing information regarding recommended changes in the grading system.
This was accomplished by either a high, neutral, or low
influence condition.

Biondo and MacDonald found that, as

predicted, Externals conformed more than Internals under
both the high and low influence conditions.

Furthermore,
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the Internals reacted against high influence, but did not
react against low influence.

Biondo and MacDonald based

their conclusions on the assumption that the information they
provided was sufficient in creating the high, neutral, and low
influence conditions.

However, the low influence may not

have been relevant enough to cause reactance.

The internally

controlled Ss may have felt that the low influence information, which stated that the proposed aradinc procedure was
widely adopted by other universities, did not concern their
immediate situation and therefore was non-threatening in
terms of their personal freedom.

The high influence con-

dition (which the Internal Ss reacted against) stated that
the new grading procedure was very good, and any choice,
except to accept it, would be very poor.

This type of in-

formation could be interpreted as being subtle and suggestive,
inducing resistive behavior from Internals.

Finally, Ritchie

and Phares (1969) found no resistance to attitude change in
experimental groups involving the issue of national budget
expenditures.

Again, the topic of national budget expendi-

tures is removed from the immediate situation so that attempts
to influence one's attitude about the issue may not be perceived as a loss of behavioral freedom.

That is, any decisions

made regarding the national budget are so far removed from
personal intervention, that a laissez faire attitude is
more the rule than the exception.

1f

In summary, Internals should be expected to condition
faster than Externals under most circumstances, since Internals also exhibit a need to control events in situations
in which they are placed; consequently, they may react against
subtle attempts made to manipulate their behavior.

The

situation then will determine the rate of conditioning in
Internals.

Although Externals do not respond to reinforce-

ment as quickly as Internals do, they still show a tendency
to yield to outside influence.

When aware of the oriain

of influence and its purpose, Externals will probably exhibit a tendency to comply.
Awareness
Awareness is defined as the ability to verbalize the
correct response-reinforcement contingency.

Awareness of

the pertinent characteristics of the situation is necessary
before Externals can conform, or before Internals can acquire
control over the situation and resist subtle attempts at
altering their behavior.

However, due to distinctive develop-

mental histories (Rotter, 1966) all persons do not react
similarly if they are unaware.

Indigenous developmental

histories result in generalized expectancies that determine
how a person responds in a learning situation regardless of
his degree of awareness.
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Whether or not learning can take place without awareness
is a source of current controversy.

According to the prin-

ciples of operant conditioning, the issue of awareness may he
superfluous, for Skinner (1957) has stated that intervening
variables such as the S's hypotheses, thoughts, and ideas
have little to do with controlling behavior.

However, Krasner

(1958) and Adams (1957) indicate that awareness of the
response-reinforcement contingency is an important factor in
determinino the rate of acquisition in conditioning tasks.
Verbal conditioning methods are amendable to the investigation of awareness in an operant conditionina situation.
In a major review, Krasner (1958), has interpreted previous
research as indicating that learning can take place without
awareness of the S.

He presented a list of 31 verbal con-

ditioning studies of which 29 provided evidence that increments in verbal behavior occurred without the awareness of
the S.
The presence or absence of awareness has typically been
evaluated through brief post-conditioning interviews, usually
administered after a series of extinction trials (e.g. Cohen,
Kalish, Thurstone, and Cohen, 1954; Greenspoon, 1955; Nuthman,
1957).

However, conditioning of behavior without awareness

might be an "artifact of insensitive interviewing methods"
(Spielberger, Levin, and Shepard, 1962).

Levin (1961) in-

vestigated the possibility that previous studies utilized
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ineffective questionnaires.

He administered 12 questions for

assessing awareness following a verbal conditioning study.
The first four questions were similar to those of other verbal
conditioning studies; the remaining questions were employed
to obtain more information about the correct contingency
without emitting cues that would encouraae the S to become
aware.

Levin's results indicated that if the degree of aware-

ness was judaed solely by the first four questions, then
learning appeared to take place without awareness.

However,

when the degree of awareness was judged by all 12 questions,
then learning appeared to take place only with the awareness
of the S.

Krasner, Weiss, and Ullman (1959) and Krieckhaus

and Eriksen (1960) provided additional evidence that many of
the questionnaires used were too superficial to accurately
judge awareness.
Dulany (1961) contended that awareness, in verbal conditioning studies, is more meaningful when studied in relation
to individual hypotheses.

Dulany found that a quarter of the

experimental Ss, in reply to post-hoc auestioning, were
responding to classes of words, rather than the specific
reinforcing stimuli.

For example, in one study Dulany re-

inforced S's use of plural nouns and upon post-hoc questioning,
found that the Ss were using words that were associated with
each other, instead of using strictly plural nouns.

If the

S used the word "carrots" and was reinforced, he went on to
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say "potatoes," "radishes," etc.

The S remained within the

same subject category, and by doing so,

Was

still receiving

reinforcement without explicitly knowina the purpose of the
experiment

This is defined as 'correlated hypotheses"

(Adams, 1957) when the S is not aware of the correct response
class, but the system he is employing still allows him to
respond at a better than chance level.

This led Dulanv to

conclude that correlated hypotheses, such as responding to
classes of stimuli, can cause behavioral changes without the
S appearing totally aware.
Although the research does not establish that learnina
cannot take place without awareness, the effect of awareness
on the learning process is much more accurately accounted
for when stringent and varied methodology is employed to
ascertain awareness.

The more effective the awareness

questionnaire, the more accurate the assessment of the effect
of awareness on conditionina.

However, awareness in the

conditionina process depends on the personality of the individual who is aware, and what he sees as being his role in
that situation.

Statement of the Problem

The present study was undertaken to investigate the
differential effects of locus of control, influence, and
awareness on the conditioning process.

In considerina the

effects of these factors as determinants in a verbal conditioning task, it is necessary to be aware of incidental
factors associated with the variables before accurate predictions can be made.
Rotter (1954, 1966) and Ude and Voaler (1969) originally
hypothesized, from a purely theoretical point of view, that
Internals should condition at a higher level than Externals,
since Internals believe reinforcement to be under their
control and consequently respond more to reinforcement.
However, based upon other considerations, several studies
(Getter, 1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971) have conversely
hypothesized that since Externals believe reinforcement to be
outside of their control they would conform easier to outside
influences in order to receive this reinforcement, and subsequently Externals should be expected to condition more
readily.
Conforming to outside influences must also be regarded
as a motivational characteristic affecting Internal's attitude
toward reinforcement.

Gore (1962), Getter (1966), Strickland

20
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(1970), Doctor !1971), and Ryckman, Rodda, and Sherman (1972),
found that Internals resisted subtle attempts at beina influenced since they felt it to he a loss of behavioral freedom.
The information obtained from these studies seems to indicate
that Externals should condition more readily since Internals
react against attempts to subtly manipulate their behavior.
However, related to the issue of manipulation (influence)
and conditionability of Internals and Externals is the role
that awareness occunies within the context of a verbal conditioning task.

In order for Internals to react against outside

manipulation, an essential N-ariable would he the S's awareness of such manipulations.

If conditioning takes place

without awareness, then Internals would be expected to condition at a higher level than Externals.

Internals respond

more to reinforcement since they see reinforcement as under
their control, while Externals respond less to reinforcement
since they see it as being outside of their control.

Conse-

quently, unaware Externals should be like1,7 to exhibit the
gambler's fallacy (repeated incorrect responses), while unaware
Internals should be searching for the correct response that
leads to reinforcement (James, 1957; Phares, 1957; Ude and
Vogler, 1969).

However, if conditionina is dependent upon

awareness, Externals should condition more readily because
by being aware they would want to conform to the desire of
the E (Odell, 1959; Jones and Shrauger, 1968; Hjelle and

•
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Clouser, 1970; Rvckman and Rodda, 1972; Crowne and Liverant,
1963).

Similarly, Internals would condition less because

their being aware should lead them to react against such manipulation.

An expression of reactance in a verbal conditioning

task would be an Internal's increased emittance of the desired
response during the extinction stage, rathern than the conditioning stage (Getter, 1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971).
The degree of this reactance, however, should depend upon the
type of manipulation.

If it were a subtle type of influence,

Internals should react more and condition less, than if it
were an overt type of manipulation.

That is, Internals should

feel that they have more control over the situation if it
involves overt manipulation rather than subtle manipulation.
The type of influence (overt vs. subtle) should have no effect
upon the level of External's conditioning.
Based upon the inter-relationships among locus of control,
influence, and awareness, the following null hypotheses were
investigated:
1.

There is not a significant difference in conditioning

(extinction) for internally and externally controlled Ss.
2.

There is not a significant difference in condition-

ing (extinction) between Ss under the high and low influence
situations.
3.

There is not a significant difference in conditioning

(extinction) between aware and unaware Ss.
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4.

There is not a significant difference across blocks

in conditioning (extinction).
5.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control and influence in a verbal conditioning task.
6.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control and awareness.
7.

There is not a significant interaction between in-

fluence and awareness.
8.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control and blocks.
9.

There is not a significant interaction between in-

fluence and blocks.
10.

There is not a significant interaction between

awareness and blocks.
11.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control, influence, and awareness.
12.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control, influence, and blocks.
13.

There is not a siGnificant interaction between locus

of control, awareness, and blocks.
14.

There is not a significant interaction between in-

fluence, awareness, and blocks.
15.

There is not a significant interaction between locus

of control, influence, awareness, and blocks.

Method

Subjects
The Ss were selected from 600 Western Kentucky University students who participated in the experiment as a part
of Introductory Psycholoav course requirements.

From this

population a sample of 31 males and 41 females was selected,
depending upon the score received on the I-F. Scale, using
cut-off points similar to those used by Julian and Katz (1968).
The Internal group, which consisted of 23 females and 13
males, were those Ss who scored five or below on the T-F
Scale.

The Externals (18 females, 18 males) were those Sq

w:lo scored fifteen or above on the scale.
From this sampling nine Ss were placed in each of the
eight experimental groups:

(1)

internal (locus of control),

low (influence), aware (awareness); (2)
(3)

internal-low-unaware; (4)

external-low-aware; (6)
low-unaware; and (8)

internal-hiah-aware;

internal-high-unaware; (5)

external-high-aware; (7)

external-high-unaware.

external-

The Ss were

randomly assigned to either the high (Hi) or low (Lo) influence condition.

Ss were assigned to the aware and unaware

group depending upon their ability to identify the responsereinforcement contingency.
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Instruments
The T-E Scale (Appendix A), a 29-item, forced choice
measure, assessed the decree to which the Ss believe reinforcement to be within or beyond their control (Rotter, 1966).
The retest has been shown to have internal consistency and
test-retest reliability (Hersh and Sheibe, 1967; Rotter, 1966).
Reliability, as assessed by Ruder-Richardson, has been shown
repeatedly to be in the range of .69-.79 with several populations:

males, females, and combined.

Test-retest reli-

abilities have ranged from .49 for a two month delay to .83
for a one month delay (Rotter, 1966).
Following the experiment each 5 also completed an awareness questionnaire (Appendix B - Hi Influence Questionnaire;
Appendix C - Lo Influence Questionnaire), which contained
eight questions that assessed the S's knowledge of the responsereinforcement contingency.

Six of the questions were multiple

choice: the remaining two questions were completion items on
which the Ss attempted to explicitly verbalize the purpose
of the experiment.
Design
A 2X2X2X7 repeated measures design was conducted
durina conditioning and extinction, with the first three
factors being the between Ss variables and the last factor
the within Ss variable.
trol:

The first factor was locus of con-

internal control was determined by scores equallina
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five or below on the I-E Scale and external control was
fifteen or above on the scale.
The second factor was influence, with the two levels
being Hi and Lo influence.

Hi influence was defined as the

overt manipulation of the Ss verbal responses.

That is, each

S under Hi influence was told that when he responded in the
correct manner, he would receive a monetary reward.

Lc

influence was the covert or subtle manipulation of the Ss'
verbal behavior.

The Ss were not told that certain verbal

responses were being reinforced.

Instead reinforcement was

provided in a subtle form by the E, such as "O.K.," "good,
and "uh-huh," following the correct response by the S.
The third factor was awareness.

The two levels consisted

of the S either being aware (able to verbalize the responsereinforcement contingency) or unaware (not able to verbalize
the contingency).

The levels of awareness were assessed

through an awareness questionnaire (Appendices B and C) administered to each S following the experiment.

The major

criterion for determining awareness was the S's consistency
in responding to items six and seven on the questionnaire.
If the S accurately described the response-reinforcement
contingency on both questions, he was then considered to he
aware.

However, if the S gave an incorrect answer, no answer

or was inconsistent in answering questions six and seven, he
was then classified as being unaware.

The final factor was the within Ss variable.

The 35

trials within both the conditioning and the extinction staae
were divided into seven blocks of five trials each.
Procedure
The I-E Scale was administered to 600 Introductory
Psychology students in a classroom setting.

Depending on

the scores obtained from these testinas (five or below for
Internals; fifteen or above for Externals), the Ss were
selected and randomly assigned to one of four groups:

Inter-

nal-Hi Influence, Internal-Lo-Influence, External-Hi Influence,
External-Lo Influence.
The experimental situation was structured after a Taffel
(1955) type verbal conditioning task.

The equipment consisted

of 80 stimulus cards, which were white unlined index cards.
In the middle of the card was a verb in the simple past tense,
typed in upper-case letters.

Below the verb, in upper-case

letters and on one line were the pronouns I, WE, YOU, HE, SHE,
THEY.

The pronouns were ordered in 80 different ways and

were randomly assigned to each card.

The cards were then

randomly placed in the order in which they were presented to
all Ss.
Each S entered the testing booth and was seated directly
across from the E.

The followina nrocedure was employed

for all Ss in the Lo influence group, beginning with the E
reading these instructions:
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"I am studying the projective power of simple
verbs. That is, I am interested in seeing if
verbs, when presented in an unstructured manner,
can elicit internal and strong personal feelings
and wishes, much the same as the inkblot test does
that you are probably familiar with. When I turn
these cards over you will see a word in the center
of each card. I want you to make up a sentence
using this word. Below the word in the center
you will see a group of pronouns. Take any one of
these pronouns and use it to begin your sentence.
Now it doesn't matter whether the sentence you
make up is long or short, or even if it is complicated or simple. It is important that you answer
with the first thing that comes into your mind.
It isn't easy to do this but you will find that
if You try to answer as quickly as possible, you
are most likely to give the first thing that comes
into your mind, which I am most interested in.
One further thing, in order to help me better
analyze the contents of your sentences after the
experiment I hope you won't mind if I tape your
sentences. Any questions? Let's begin."
The tape recorder was placed on the table next to the
S; and although it did record the Ss' sentences, it was used
solely as a technique to lead the S to believe that more
emphasis was being placed upon the content of the S's
sentences instead of the words he used.
Following the instructions, the E proceeded with the
three stages of the experiment:
and extinction (Hekmat, 1971).

preconditioning, conditioning,
During the preconditioning

stage, the E presented each S with the first ten stimulus
cards without reinforcing any verbal responses.

The purpose

of this stage was to obtain a base rate of each S's use of
the pronouns I and WE in sentence construction.

The E
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refrained from any activities that could have been interpreted
as reinforcement (i.e. smiles, eye contact, head nods, etc.).
In the conditioning stage, each S was presented with
stimulus cards 11 through 45.

During this stage, the F

reinforced the S everytime he began his sentence with the
pronoun I or WE.

The reinforcement was "O.K.," "uh-huh," or

"good," which the E said either alone or in combination.
After card 45, the E stopped the experiment and explained to
the S that he could take a five minute break and that half
of the experiment was completed.
This was followed by the extinction stage where the F
presented cards 46 through 80.

During this stage, the F

listened to all sentence constructions, but did not react
to, nor reinforce any sentences that began with the pronoun
I or WE.

Reinforcements were administered on every fifth

trial if the S began his sentence with any pronoun other than
I or WE.

If the S used I or WE on the fifth trial, then the

E waited for the next sentence that was constructed with a
different pronoun and then continued reinforcing every fifth
trial thereafter.
For the Ss under the Hi influence condition, the following instructions and procedures were employed:
"I am studying the projective power of simple
verbs. That is, I am interested in seeing if verbs,
when presented in an unstructured manner, can elicit
internal and strong personal feelings and wishes,

30
much the same as the inkblot test does that you
are probably familiar with. When I turn these
cards over you will see a word in the center of
each card. I want you to make up a sentence
using this word. Below the word and in the center,
you will see a group of pronouns. Take any one
of these pronouns and use it to begin your sentence. Since I'm interested in the projective
power of each verb, I want you to construct the
sentences from the first thina that enters your
mind. To help in showina You what type or kind
of sentence I am interested in, I will give you
a poker chip everytime you construct a sentence
that contains what I believe I am looking for.
Each poker chip is worth two cents and you will
be paid after the experiment. One further thing,
in order to help me better analyze the contents
of your sentences after the experiment I hope
you won't mind if I tape your sentences. 7\ny
questions? Let's begin."
Again, the tape recorder was to emphasize the importance
of the content of the sentences instead of the pronouns used
to construct the sentences.
The experiment under the Hi influence condition also
contained three stages.

The preconditioning stage was con-

ducted exactly as it was for the Lo influence condition
except that the E told the S, "The first 10 cards are for
warming up on."

The conditioning stage was also basically

the same, where the Ss were reinforced for beginnina their
sentences with the pronoun I or WE.

However, the reinforcement

consisted of a poker chip along with the verbal reinforcement
of "O.K.," "good," or "uh-huh."

Again, there was a short

rest after the conditioning stage lasting approximately five
minutes.

The extinction stage was exactly the same as for
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the Lo influence condition, with the reinforcements supplied
on every fifth trial.
Following the experiment, each S was given an eight-item
awareness questionnaire in reference to the first half of the
exneriment before the rest period (conditioning stage).
Scoring
The mean frequency of responses obtained during preconditioning were subtracted from the mean frequency found
in each of the seven blocks of the conditioning stage.

This

computation was necessary in order to make the Ss proportionate in their responses, since some Ss had an initial
tendency to use the operant more often.

The mean frequency

found for the last two blocks of conditioning was subtracted
from the mean frequency obtained for each block of extinction.
This procedure was employed to accurately assess extinction.
A higher mean indicates a more frequent use of the operant.
For example, if an S used the operant two times in the ten
trials during baseline, (five trials to a block); and four
times during block 7 of conditioning, the reported mean frequency for block 7 would be .6.

Furthermore, if the same S

uses the operant eight times during the last two blocks of
conditioning and three times during block 1 of extinction,
the reported mean frequency for block 1 of extinction would
be -.2.

Results
To determine the differential effects of locus of control,
influence, and awareness on verbal conditioning, a 2 X 2 X 2 X 7
repeated measures analysis of variance was performed on the
calculated cummulative frequency of sentences constructed with
the pronouns I or WE.

The calculated means for all treatment

groups by blocks is presented in Appendix D.

The calculated

means summed across blocks is shown in Table 1.

Separate

analyses were conducted on the conditioning and extinction
data.
The analysis of variance for the conditioninc stage
(Table 2) indicated a significant difference for awareness,
F(1,64)=15.4,2(.001, and a significant difference across
blocks, F(6,384)=18.6,E<.001.

No significant difference was

found for locus of control or influence, nor was there any
significant interactions during the conditioning trials.
The analysis of variance on extinction (Table 3) indicated
that differential rates of responding were present across
blocks, F(6,384)=6.8,E(.001, and that a significant difference
occurred for awareness, F(1,64)=6.2,2=.014, during the extinction stage.

The results for extinction further showed

significant interactions of locus of control X influence X
awareness, F(1,64)=3.8,E=.053, and a significant interaction
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between locus of control X awareness X blocks, F(6,384)=2.1,
2=.042.

A significant interaction between locus of control

X influence, F(1,64)=3.7,E=.055, was also found during extinction.

No other significant differences were found for the

remaining factors or interactions.

A Sandler's A test per-

formed on the differences found between the extinction and
conditioning data indicated that aware Internals, under Lo
influence, employed the operant to a significantly greater
degree, A(8)=.217, E .05, during the extinction stage.

4

Sandler's A conducted on all other groups showed a significant
decrease of the use of the operant.

TABLE 1
Calculated Mean Freauencies of Operant
During Conditioning and Extinction
Summed Across Blocks
Conditioning

Extinction

Internal-Lo-Aware

1.81

-.45

Internal-Hi-Aware

3.91

-1.25

External-Lo-Aware

1.67

-1.85

External-Hi-Aware

2.49

-2.12

Internal-Lo-Unaware

.77

-1.25

Internal-Hi-Unaware

.76

-1.53

External-Lo-Unaware

-.03

-1.00

External-Hi-Unaware

1.48

-2.26
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TABLE 2
Analysis of Variance:
Source

df

Conditioning
MS

Between
Locus of Control (A)

1

.5536

Influence (B)

1

.7091

Awareness (C)

1

4.5526

AXB

1

.1370

AXC

1

.6078

BXC

1

.0238

AXBXC

1

.1517

64

.2955

6

1.1714

AXD

6

.0669

BXD

6

.0760

C XD

6

.0786

AXBXD

6

.0297

AXCXD

6

.0836

BXCXD

6

.0258

AXBXCXD

6

.0389

384

.0633

Error

15.404*

Within
Blocks (D)

Error

*p .001
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18.485*

TABLE 3
Analysis of Variance:
Source

df

Extinction
ms

Between
Locus of Control (A)

1

1.2031

influence (B)

1

24.2266

Awareness (C)

1

84.5273

6.245

.014

AXB

1

50.5820

3.737

.055

AXC

1

33.9805

B X C

1

14.3789

AXBXC

1

51.4375

3.80

.n53

64

13.5359

6

22.3503

6.30

.001

6

1.5839

2.195

.042

Error
Within
Blocks (D)
AXD
B XD

2.9733

C XD

6

4.8919

AXBXD

6

1.9674

AXCXD

6

7.2063

B XCXD

6

1.5885

AXBXCXD

6

2.8496

384

3.2825

Error

36
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Discussion
The results lend support to the findinas of Greenspoon
(1955) that the use of covert interpersonal stimuli (e.a.
"O.K.," "uh-huh," and "good"), as well as overt stimuli (the
poker chip), when used as reinforcements, can effectively
modify the verbal behavior of an individual.

The withdrawal

of the reinforcing stimulus was also shown in the present
study to significantly decrease the S's level of responding.
The present study supports previous research (Gore, 1962;
Getter, 1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor, 1971; Ryckman, Rodda,
and Sherman, 1972) in which the reactance of Internals, under
subtle influence, was originally advanced.

Those Ss toward

the internally controlled end of the continuum showed a
significant increase in the use of the operants during the
extinction stage.

Internals under Hi influence and Externals

under both types of influence were found not to increase
their rate of responding during the extinction staae.
The awareness of the correct response-reinforcement contingency was found to have a significant influence on the S's
level of responding during both the conditioning and extinction staae.

Aware Ss tended to respond at a higher level

during conditioning and at a lower level during extinction,
with the exception of the Internals under the Lo influence.
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condition who increased their level of responding during
extinction.
The results support the position (e.g. Spielberger,
Levin, and Shepard, 1962; Levin, 19617 Krieckhaus and Eriksen,
1960) that awareness is crucial to the process of conditionina.
However, in the present experiment, the criterion used to
define what constitutes awareness and the procedure employed
to measure awareness are subject to many of the same criticisms
made of previous research in awareness (Levin, 1961).

The

awareness questionnaire used in the present study was limited
in that it required total awareness by the S before he was
judged as being aware.

Furthermore, the questions were asked

following the extinction stage which, in some cases, was
probably effective in disconfirmina hypotheses that an S
had forrulated about the purpose of the experiment during the
conditioning stage.

It is possible that Ss who did not show

a change in response rate were either actually cognizant of
the response -reinforcement contingency during some part of
the experiment and subsequently forgot, or were partially
aware, but did not reflect this in conditioning.

The results

do suggest, however, that behavioral changes occur to a
greater extent when the person is aware of the correct contingency.
Awareness and locus of control were found not to significantly interact to affect the level of responses made in the
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conditioning and the extinction stages.

That is, when aware-

ness is analyzed in terms of locus of control, both Internals
and Externals were found to respond at the same level.

However,

awareness and locus of control were found to significantly
interact during the extinction stage in affecting the Ss' rate
of responding.

The increment in rate of responding durina

extinction, by Internals under Lo influence, was probably a
contributing factor.

This provides evidence that the speci-

fic effect of awareness depends on subject-determined variables,
such as reactance.

Aware Internals choose to create a change

in the environment by reacting against perceived manipulations
of their behavior, exhibiting a need to control the situation (Seeman, 1963; Seeman and Evans, 1962; Davis and Phares,
1967; Julian and Katz, 1968; Julian, Lichtman, and Ryckman,
1963).

Awareness then becomes necessary not only for con-

ditioning to occur, but also for the Internal to reestablish
his behavioral freedom by resisting conditioning.

Awareness

is contingent upon and requires interpretation in terms of
subject-determined variables.
Although awareness was found to significantly interact
with locus of control during the extinction stage, the same
effect was not found during the conditioning stage.

That is,

aware and unaware, Internals and Externals were found to
respond at the same rate during the conditioning stage.

A

possible explanation could be derived from the conditioning
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process itself.

Since there were only 35 trials in which to

become conditioned, many of the Ss probably becare aware
during the end of the conditioning stage.

Consequently the

full effects of awareness were not demonstrated, especially
by the Internals under Lo influence, until the extinction
stage.
Locus of control was not found to differentially affect
the conditioning process.

Although rates of responding did

change during the conditioning and extinction stages, the
changes for the Externals and Internals were in the same
direction.

That is, Internals and Externals conditioned to

the same levels at the same rate.

The difference between the

present finding and other studies (Getter, 1966; Strickland,
1970; Doctor, 1971) could be due to the discriminative ability
of the I-E Scale.

The small number of items (23) along with

the test's inability to accurately discriminate between Ss
found in the middle 50% of the population (Rotter, 1966)
makes it difficult to obtain two, completely distinct groups.
Although the highly External person is quite conforming, this
may not be so with an External whose score is toward the
middle of the continuum.

Consequently the experimental effect

of the Externals could be confounded by someone who is judged
4

as External, but who possesses some Internal attitudes that
make him less amendable to the influence of the experimental
conditions.

This reasoning would similarly apply to the
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variance in attitude found among Internals with scores located
at different points along the continuum.
The type of influence exerted was found to have no effect
on the conditioning nrocess.

However, influence significantly

interacted with locus of control in affecting Internals' rate
of responding during extinction, but not during the conditioning stage.

Internals under Lo influence were expected

to respond less under conditioning and rore under extinction,
than all other groups (Getter, 1966; Strickland, 1970; Doctor,
1971).

The latter was found in which Internals, under Lo

influence, responded at a significantly greater rate during
extinction as opposed to the conditioning stage.

This par-

tially supports the theory of reactance since Tnternals
increased their responding during extinction; however, they
did not show a lower rate of responding during the conditioning stage, compared to all other groups.
No difference was found in the rate of responding between Externals under Hi and Lo influence.

This would he

expected since Externals are not responsive to the type of
influence employed to manipulate their behavior.

Externals

do not express a need to control the situation as do Internals.
Therefore, different types of influence, (overt vs. covert),
do not threaten their behavioral freedom.

Since Externals

are highly conforming (Rotter, 1966; Lefcourt, 1966; Odell,
1959; Jones and Shrauger, 1968; Hjelle and Clouser, 1970;

4')
Ritchie and Phares, 1968; Ryckman and Rodda, 1972; Crowne
and Liverant, 1963), they would be expected to condition
under both Hi and Lo influence, if they were aware of the
response-reinforcement contingency.

However, as previously

cited, Externals were found to respond at similar rates reaardless of awareness.
The support found, in the present study, for the concept
of reactance in Internals leads to some practical implications
One such implication would concern the effect of reactance
upon the success of a behavior modification program.

The

present results suggest that the individual motivations of
Internals might be a detriment to the successful manipulation
cf behavior through reinforcement, especially when given in
a covert manner.

A behavior modification program might be

more successful if the cooperation of the Internal was ohtained by overtly (e.a. through contracting for behavior
changes) rather than covertly attemptina to control his
behavior.
Reactance would also be of interest in psychotherapy
in which the technique of the therapist could occasionally
be interpreted as a subtle attempt to re-structure attitudinal
and behavioral patterns, causing Internals to react against
change.

Other therapies, like a Rogerian approach, would

probably be successful with Internals, since the technique
is reflective, allowing the client to form his own hypotheses
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about his behavior and what is to be done.

This approach

affords the Internal the feeling of having control over his
own destiny.
As an individual characteristic, reactance can assist
in the interpretation of results obtained from deception
research.

Often a study will attempt to deceive the S as

to the real purpose of an experiment so as to observe behavior as close to natural conditions as pessible.

However,

experimental results could he confounded should some Ss be
internally controlled individuals who become aware of the
deceptive process and decide to react against it.

Without

full understanding of individual motivations, the results
of any experiment could be confounded and lead to the misinterpretation and inaccurate generalizations of experimental
results.
In further studies dealing with locus of control, influence, and awareness, several alterations could be made.
Ss should be selected from a population several times the
size of the cne used for the present stud".

It would seem

necessary to choose an individual who is more "purely" Internal or External and who possesses attitudes and characteristics
that are not found in the person positioned at the opposite
end of the continuum.
Attention should also be directed toward providina
situations which are more characteristic of Hi or Lo
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influence.

In verbal conditioning studies the methods avail-

able to adequately represent Pi or Lo influence conditions
are limited.

The conditions should be more personally rel-

evant, inducing the Ss to be more concerned with the outcome
of their actions.

In addition, the type of reinforcement

utilized in Hi influence should be dissimilar to the reinforcement used under Lo influence.

This would allow an

independent and accurate assessment of the role of reinforcement under both conditions.
Although found to be an influential factor in the conditioning process, the effect of awareness was still not
fully investigated.

Responding does differ between aware

and unaware Ss, but the total effect of awareness cannot be
measured until degrees of awareness are studied (Dulany,
1961).

This would require a more stringent and accurate

assessment of awareness, conducted throughout the experiment.
Some alternatives would be havina the S take notes or tape
record his own thoughts throughout the entire experiment;
improve the questionnaire; and possibly administer the questionnaire at different times during the experiment.
Individual characteristics actina upon the conditionina
process, under differing circumstances, have been shown in
the present study to effect the modification of behavior.
However, more accurate predictions concerning behavior
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modification could be derived if individual motivations
(including personality characteristics other than locus of
control) were investigated under a wide ranae of different
situations.
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Appendix A
Internal-External Control Scale
a.

Children get into trouble because their parents
punish them too much.

b.

The trouble with most children nowadays is that
their parents are too easy with them.

2.

a.

Many of the unhappy things in people's lives are
partly due to bad luck.

b.

People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they
make.

3.

a.

One of the major reasons why we have wars is because
people don't take enough interest in politics.

b.

There will always be wars, no matter how hard people
try to prevent them.

4.

a.

In the long run people aet the respect they deserve
in this world.

b.

Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes
unrecognized no matter how hard he tries.

5.

a.

The idea that teachers are unfair to students is
nonsense.

b.

Most students don't realize the extent to which
their grades are influenced by accidental happenings.

6.

a.

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective
leader.

b.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not
taken advantage of their opportunities.
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Appendix A-Continued
7.

a.

No matter how hard you try some people just don't
like you.

b.

People who can't get others to like them don't
understand how to get along with others.

*8.

a.

Heredity plays the major role in determinina one's
personality.

b.

It is one's experiences in life which determine
what they're like.

9.

a.

I have often found that what is going to happen
will happen.

b.

Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for
me as making a decision to take a definite course
of action.

10.

a.

In the case of the well prepared student there is
rarely if ever such a thing as an unfair test.

b.

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated
to course work that studvina is really useless.

11.

a.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck
has little or nothing to do with it.

b.

Getting a good job depends mainly on beina in the
right place at the right time.

12.

a.

The average citizen can have an influence in cavernment decisions.

ID.

This world is run by the few people in power, and
there is not much the little guy can do about it.
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Appendix A-Continued
13.

a.

When I make plans, I am almost certain that 'I an
make them work.

b.

It is not always wise to plan too far ahead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad
fortune anyhow.

*14.

15.

a.

There are certain people who are just no good.

b.

There is some good in everybody.

a.

In my case getting what I want has little or nothinc
to do with luck.

b.

Many times we might just as well decide what to do
by flipping a coin.

16.

a.

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was
lucky enough to be in the right place first.

b.

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon
ability, luck has little or nothing to do with it.

17.

a.

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us
are the victims of forces we can neither understand,
nor control.

b.

By taking an active part in political and social
affairs the people can control world events.

18.

a.

Most people don't realize the extent to which their
lives are controlled by accidental happenings.

*19.

b.

There really is ne such thing as "luck".

a.

One should always be willina to admit mistakes.

b.

It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.
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Appendix A-Continued
20.

a.

It is hard to know whether or not a person really
likes you.

b.

a
How many friends you have depends upon how nice
person you are.

21.

a.

In the long run the bad things that happen to us
are balanced by the good ones.

b.

ty,
Most misfortunes are the result of lack of abili
ignorance, laziness, or all three.

22.

a.

With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.

b.

ol
It is difficult for people to have much contr
over the things politicians do in office.

23.

a.

e
Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arriv
at the grades they give.

b.

I
There is a direct connection between how hard
study and the grades I get.

*24.

a.

themselves
A good leader expects people to decide for
what they should do.

b.

A good leader makes it clear to everybody what
their jobs are.

25.

a.

Many times I feel that I have little influence over
things that happen to me.

b.

e or
It is impossible for me to believe that chanc
luck plays an important role in my life.
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People are lonely because they don't try to be

26.

friendly.
b.

There's not much use in trying too hard to please
people, if they like you, they like you.

*27.

a.

There is too much emphasis on athletics in high
school.

28.

b.

Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

a.

What happens to me is my doing.

b.

Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control
over the direction my life is taking.

29.

a.

Most of the time I can't understand why politicians
behave the way they do.

b.

In the long run the people are responsible for bad
government on a national as well as on a local level.

Note-Underlined items are the external items.
Score is total number of external items.
*-Filler items.
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Awareness Questionnaire-Hi Influence
1).

During the course of this experiment, how much did you
want to say whatever you may have thought you were
supposed to say?

(Please place a check on one of the

following points.)

Very
Much

2).

Somewhat

Didn't
Care

Somewhat
Did Not

Very
Much Did
Not

During the course of this experiment, how much did you
want to AVOID saying whatever you may have thought you
were not supposed to say?

(Please place a check on one

of the following points.)

Very
Much

3).

Somewhat

Didn't
Care

Somewhat
Did Not

Very
,luch Did
Not

How did receiving the poker chips make you feel?

(Please

place a check on one of the following points.)

Very
Pleasant
4).

Somewhat
Pleasant

Neutral

Very
Somewhat
Unpleasant Unpleasant

What do you think the poker chips meant?

(Please check

one of the following.)
a)

I thought that the poker chips meant that I
had used the PIGHT words in constructina my
sentences.

b)

I thought that the poker chips meant that I
had used the WRONG words in constructing my
sentences.

S
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Hi Influence
C)

I thought that the poker chips meant that I
had adequately described my feelings in
constructing my sentences.

d)

I thought that the poker chips meant that I
DID NOT adequately describe my feelings in
constructing my sentences.

e)
5).

I DON'T know what the poker chips meant.

As the experiment continued, did you begin to think that
the poker chips were issued to you depending upon a
particular word or words you used in constructing your
sentences?

(Please check one of the following.

If

you check either d or e, go on and answer the second
part of the question.)
a)

I DID NOT think that the poker chips were
given to me following the use of any
particular word or words in constructing
my sentences.

b)

I thought that the poker chips MAY have been
given to me following the use of a particular
word or words in constructing my sentences.

c)

I thought that the poker chips DID follow
the use of a particular word or words in
constructing my sentences, but I didn't know
what the words were.
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Hi Influence
I thought that the poker chips WERE issued

*d)

to me following the use of a particular word
or words in constructing my sentences, and
I thought I knew what the words were.
*e)

I thought that the poker chips were issued
to me following the use of a particular word
or words in constructing my sentences, and I
definitely knew what the words were.

5-?art 2).

*(Answer this only if you checked either part *d

or *e above).

What word or words did you use in con-

structing your sentences that you believe led to you
receiving a poker chip?

(Write an explanation and/or

provide examples of the word or words).

6).

Read both of the following pairs of questions and then
answer the pair you feel most confident about:
a).

What word or words do you think you were supposed

to use in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you think that?
example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)

(For
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Hi Influence
b).

What word or words do you think you were supposed

to AVOID usina in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you think that? (For
example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)
7).

Read both of the following pairs of questions and then
answer the pair you feel most confident about:
a).

What pronoun or pronouns did you most try to use

in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you try using that
pronoun or pronouns?

b).

(For example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)

What pronoun or pronouns did you most try to AVOID

using in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you try to AVOID using
that pronoun or pronouns?

8).

(For example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)

Which pronoun or pronouns did you find yourself using
the most often in constructing your sentences?

CIRCLE:

I

WE

SHE

HE

THEY

YOU
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Awareness Ouestionnaire-Lo Influence
1).

During the course of this experiment, how much did you
want to say whatever you may have thought you were
supposed to say?

(Please check one of the followino

points.)

Somewhat

Very
Much

2).

Didn't
Care

Somewhat
Did Not

Very
Much Did
Not

During the course of this experiment, how much did you
want to AVOID saying whatever you may have thought
you were not supposed to say?

(Please place a check on

one of the followina points.)

Somewhat

Very
Much

3).

Didn't
Care

Somewhat
Did Not

How did the experimenter's comments seem to You?

Very
Much Did
Not
(Please

place a check on one of the following points.)

Very
Pleasant
4).

Somewhat
Pleasant

Neutral

Somewhat
Very
Unpleasant Unpleasant

What did you think the experimenter's comments meant?
(Please check one of the following.)
a)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
meant that I had used the RIGHT words in
constructing my sentences.
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b)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
meant that I had used the WRONG words in
constructing my sentences.

c)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
meant that I had adequately described my
feelings in constructing my sentences.

d)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
meant that I DID NOT adequately describe my
feelings in constructing my sentences.

e)

I DON'T know what the experimenter's comments
meant.

5).

As the experiment continued, did you begin to think
that the experimenter's comments did follow any particular
word or words you used in constructing your sentences?
(Check one of the following.

If you check either d or

e, go on and answer the second part of the question.)
a)

I DID NOT think that the experimenter's
comments did follow any particular word or
words that I used in constructing my sentences.

b)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
MAY have followed some particular word or
words that I used in constructing my sentences.

A9pendix C-Continued
Lo Influence
c)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
did follow some particular word or words I
used in constructing my sentences, but I
didn't know what the word or words were.

*d)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
DID follow some particular word or words
that I used in constructing my sentences,
and I thought I knew what the word or words
were.

*e)

I thought that the experimenter's comments
DID follow some particular word or words
that I used in constructing my sentences
and I definitely knew what the word or words
were.

'Of

5-Part 2)

*(Answer this only if

above.)

7c3LI checked either *d or *e

What word or words did you use in constructing

your sentences that you believed caused the experimenter
to make a comment?

(Write an explanation and/or provide

examples of the word or words.)

6).

Read both of the following pairs of questions and then
answer the pair you feel most confident about:

*r.

a).

What word or words do you think you were supposed

to use in constructing your sentences?
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Lo Influence
On how many of the sentences did you think that?

(For

example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)
b).

What words did you most think you were supposed to

AVOID using in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you think that?

(For

example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)
7).

Read both of the following pairs of questions and then
answer the pair you feel most confident about:
a).

What pronoun or pronouns did you most try to use in

constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you try using that pronoun or pronouns?

b).

(For example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)

What pronoun or pronouns did you most try to AVOID

using in constructing your sentences?

On how many of the sentences did you try to AVOID using
that pronoun or pronouns?

8).

(For example on 5, 10, 35, etc.)

Which pronoun or pronouns did you find yourself using
the most often in constructing your sentences?

CIRCLE:

I

WE

SHE

HE

THEY

YOU
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Mean Frequencies of Operant During
Conditioning and Extinction
Across Blocks
Block
Internal-Lo-Aware

Internal-Hi-Aware

External-Lo-Aware

Conditioning

Extinction

1

.66

-.64

2

.88

.44

3

1.11

1.64

4

1.44

-1.10

5

2.44

-1.64

6

2.44

.66

7

3.44

-1.64

1

1.66

-3.55

2

2.77

-3.55

3

2.77

-2.77

4

4.33

-3.55

5

4.11

-6.66

6

4.88

-4.11

7

5.88

-4.33

1

1.00

-2.88

2

.11

-2.22

3

.11

.22

4

2.77

-3.11
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Block
External-Lo-Aware

External-Hi-Aware

Internal-Lo-Unaware

Internal-Hi-Unaware

Conditioning

Extinction

5

.77

-2.44

6

3.22

-1.00

7

3.77

-1.55

1

2.00

-1.33

2

.44

-2.44

3

1.77

-1.33

4

3.33

-3.11

5

2.22

-1.77

6

2.66

-2.00

7

4.00

-2.88

1

.55

-1.44

2

-.55

-.55

3

.55

.77

4

-.11

-1.00

5

1.00

-1.66

6

1.44

-1.33

7

2.11

-.33

1

-.22

-2.00

2

-.22

-1.44

3

-.22

-.77
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Internal-Hi-Unaware

External-Lo-Unaware

External-Hi-Unaware

Extinction

Block

Conditioning

4

1.11

-2.11

5

1.11

-1.22

6

1.00

-1.44

7

2.22

-1.66

1

-.88

-3.11

2

-1.33

-1.33

3

-1.22

-.33

4

.00

-1.77

5

.00

.00

6

1.33

-.66

7

2.44

-.44

1

1.22

-3.00

2

.55

-1.00

3

.66

-.22

4

1.55

-2.22

5

1.44

-3.11

6

2.22

-3.33

7

2.77

-2.99
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